exemptions, lodging, fee-free locations, and other exemptions. 9 The expectation for each of these options is that the small incentive extended to filmmakers, to promote in-state filming, will result in a larger economic benefit through money spent and jobs created when the film production comes to the state. 10 A brief examination of the background of MPI's will provide a better understanding of how they came into effect in Pennsylvania. Starting in 1992, Louisiana was the first state to adopt MPI programs in an effort to lure film production to its area and reap the potential economic benefits.
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The state gave a tax credit for investment losses in films with substantial Louisiana content. 12 While novel, the program failed to catch on nationwide. By 2002, only four states had adopted incentive policies for film production. 13 In 2003, Louisiana tried again to spur local film production by increasing the incentives to film in the state.
14 In an effort to "encourage increased employment opportunities within this sector and increased global competitiveness with other states in fully utilizing economic development options within the motion picture industry," the new statute gave increasing levels of tax credit, up to a maximum of 25%, depending on the level of instate production. 15 The new tax incentive policy quickly spread throughout the country. Growing drastically from the initial four states, an overwhelming forty-four states had adopted some form of production incentive by 2009, with twenty-eight of them coming in the form of tax credits.
The statute defines a "Pennsylvania production expense" as "production expenses incurred within the Commonwealth." 19 These expenses can include such things as compensation, transportation, insurance, and potentially music and story rights if bought from a Pennsylvania resident. 20 Overall, a film must incur 60% of its total production costs in the state to be eligible to apply for the credit. 21 Pennsylvania distributes the budgeted funds as they are available so not all applicants are guaranteed the credit. 22 Supporters were quick to hail the program as making the state competitive in the nationwide effort to attract filmmakers. 23 While lauded for its ability to boost the economic fortune of the state, the PFPTC initially appeared in danger of being removed from the state budget in 2012. In 2011, Republican Tom Corbett succeeded the PFPTC's signor Ed Rendell as governor of Pennsylvania after running a campaign focused on reduced government spending. In the weeks leading up to his first budget proposal, the fear in the state was that Governor Corbett would discontinue the credit program in order to make up a multi-billion dollar budget deficit. 24 After weeks of worry, when Governor Corbett finally revealed his first budget plan, the film production tax was still included. 25 Not only did 18 Id. § 8707-D(b)(1). 19 Id. § 8702-D. 20 Id. Governor Corbett keep it, in the weeks afterward, he insisted that he wanted to expand the credit program because he believed it delivered in generating the economic growth that it promised.
26 This dedication to the film credit program continued, and the program was included in the recently passed 2012-2013 budget. 27 While he did not expand the program, Governor Corbett kept the program in the budget at the same level of funding as prior years.
28
This commitment to the credit program makes it seem likely that it will survive in its current form for the near future. However, before making any long-term commitment to the film credit the state should thoroughly reevaluate the merits of the program. When this reevaluation takes place, as this Note shows, the state may realize that the costs of this program outweigh the anticipated benefits.
III. SUPPOSED BENEFITS TO THE STATE
In 2009, in an initial effort to evaluate the viability of the film credit, Pennsylvania retained the services of the Economic Research Associates (ERA) to assess the economic effectiveness of the program. 29 In doing so, the ERA found that, overall, the program was an asset to the state and that the entire industry produced $4.5 million of economic growth for the 2007-2008 year. 30 Pennsylvania has based its continued support for the PFPTC and the state's film industry on this report.
In understanding why the ERA Report found that the PFPTC resulted in a positive economic impact, it is first important to appreciate the reasoning behind choosing the film industry as a sector for state support. In an effort to stimulate economic growth, states will typically support an industry that generates successive rounds of spending from the initial 26 activity. 31 This economic multiplier theory, or multiplier effect, stipulates that every dollar of initial spending will produce more than a dollar in staterelated income as that dollar moves through the economy. 32 The film industry is within the top 10% of industries in Pennsylvania in terms of its economic multiplier and therefore exists as one of the most efficient ways to generate personal income through government spending. 33 This gets at the heart of why the state has targeted incentivizing in-state film production as a basis for economic growth.
The ERA Report came to a number of conclusions about the positive economic impact of the PFPTC. The broadest finding was that in 2008, the year after the PFPTC's enactment, over 200 films, television (TV) episodes, made-for TV movies, TV series, direct to video movies, and live action video games took place, at least in part, in Pennsylvania. 34 This was an increase over the 150 productions from 2007. 35 While impressive, the numbers used in the ERA Report represent a broad oversampling of production within the state. In a required annual report, the Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development (DCED) found that while over 200 productions may have taken place in the state, only fifty-nine projects filed for reimbursement under the tax credit. 36 This implies that some productions chose Pennsylvania for reasons other than the tax credit; that they did not meet the filming levels required by the statute, or perhaps, that they were unaware of the newly-enacted credit. 37 31 Id. at 1. 32 BLOCKBUSTER SUPPORT, supra note 8, at 10. 33 ERA REPORT, supra note 29, at 1. 34 Id. at 2-3. The ERA Report cites the Internet Movie Database as its basis for this claim of over 200 productions in 2008. This is a vastly broad claim and is difficult to reconcile with the annual reports from the Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development that show far less production within the state. 35 Id. 37 The Dark Knight Rises, which is often considered the biggest success of PFPTC, actually chose Pittsburgh for reasons completely unrelated to the tax credit. Thomas Tull is chairman and CEO of Legendary Pictures and served as executive producer for The Dark Knight. He also is partner in the ownership group of the Pittsburgh Steelers football team. Using these influential positions, he was able to convince the film studios to film a large portion of the film in Pittsburgh. Barbara Vancheri, From
In presenting the benefits of a tax credit for film production the ERA Report comes up with two broad justifications behind the policy: the employment rationale and the growth rationale. The employment rationale is simply that the credit leads to increased employment and higher paying jobs. 38 The report states that an estimated "60 to 70 percent of the average film or television budget goes into salaries," and therefore, filmmakers are thought to be significant local employers for the duration of the production.
39
This comports with the findings from Pennsylvania's annual reports on the PFPTC. In the 2007-2008 fiscal year, the first after the credit came into effect, the state estimated its passage created 4,355 new jobs in the state. 40 For the 2010-2011 year, the most recent year available, Pennsylvania found that 2,159 jobs arose from credits awarded and claimed that year. 41 In total, the state finds the increased economic activity associated with the credit has supported nearly 14,500 jobs in the four years it has been in place. 42 These figures tie into another important employment consideration behind the PFPTC. The ERA Report states that the jobs created in the film productions are much higher paying than comparable non-film employment. 43 The ERA Report claims, for example, that a costume designer can earn nearly twice as much working on a film production than in a non-film related position. 44 While these figures certainly seem impressive, further examination in the next section will show that they are fleeting and do not represent the true economic reality of the PFPTC.
The second justification behind the PFPTC, the growth rationale, is the theory that the locales chosen to host film production will see a significant economic boost that is independent of the immediate increase in film-related jobs. One of the first economic improvements will be what the ERA deemed "local spin-offs."
45 Local spin-offs are businesses that benefit directly from the film production being located in that area, such as transportation, lodging, car rentals, and restaurants. 46 For example, in the 2008 annual report, the state found a 30% increase in sales for Enterprise Rental Car services. 47 Likewise, the 2010 report included testimony that the film production for Unstoppable rented out a quarter of the Laurelwood Inn & Steakhouse Motel in Coudersport, Pennsylvania. 48 The ERA Report also speculates that over time these "spin-offs" can evolve into long-term film production activities, such as the creation of permanent facilities (like a soundstage) or the establishment of a local editing enterprise. 49 Another growth rationale highlighted by some states is the potential tourism that arises from their association with a given film. 49 ERA REPORT, supra note 29, at 10. 50 Id. at 12-13. 51 Id. While The Office is set in Scranton, it actually films in Los Angeles.
County, as a driving force for tourism to the area. 52 She claims that for years, if not decades, Lancaster benefitted from increased tourism because of the movie.
53
Closely associated with tourism, the final growth rationale given by the ERA is the free marketing and promotion that occurs when film production occurs within the state. 54 When a film is released and portrays an area in a positive light, it can help shape the public perception of the state, potentially draw more tourism, and in turn provide an economic boost. 55 The ERA Report cites a state-requested media consultation that found a media impact in excess of $900,000 in 2001 as a result of the film Wonder Boys being shot in the Pittsburgh area and featuring the city by name.
56 This $900,000 media impact represents the amount the state needed to spend to generate the same advertising that it got through the film's release. 57 While the numbers may be hard to quantify, they represent another benefit that the tax credit supposedly brings. 53 Id. This conclusion assumes that the increased tourism does not bring other downsides. For example, while Witness may bring increased tourism, this tourism can often result in travelers gawking at the Amish community. It will not be reflected in economic data, but it can make the community spiteful of the increased tourism and shows that increased tourism may not be an absolute benefit. 54 ERA REPORT, supra note 29, at 13. 55 BLOCKBUSTER SUPPORT, supra note 8, at 11. 56 ERA REPORT, supra note 29, at 13. 57 Id. 59 Id.
stated that she fully supported the credit, concurred with the findings of the report, and insisted that the employment and economic benefits are real gains and not just theoretical ones.
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Other states have adopted similar tax credit programs to attract filmmakers. While each state differs in its individual policy, there are overall trends. In New Mexico, one of the first states to adopt a credit policy, a study by Ernst & Young found that the state received $1.50 in tax revenue for every $1.00 spent in support of the tax credit. 61 The study also found that when adding the direct jobs created by film production with the jobs attributable to film-related capital expenditures, almost 6,000 jobs were directly attributable to the film production tax credit. 62 In New York, another Ernst & Young study found that the state's tax credit produced results that are even more favorable.
63 New York's tax credit generated, and the state retained, a whopping 19,000 jobs and, when examined with a multiplier effect, it created a $1.90 return on investment for every $1.00 spent in 2007. 64 All of these figures and testimonials give the appearance that a film tax credit is the panacea for any state's economic woes. While it appears that a film production credit does bring with it some economic improvement, a more thorough analysis shows that the costs incurred in generating the improvements outweigh its benefits.
IV. OVERSHADOWING COSTS OF THE TAX CREDIT
One of the reasons that movie tax credits have nationwide appeal is the overall visibility of movies shot within the state. When a big-budget movie comes to town, citizens claim to see a conclusive result from the tax policy while elected representatives are able to boast about the positive impact. 60 Id. 64 
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Id.
When The Dark Knight Rises filmed in Pittsburgh during 2011, for example, local business owners praised the policy for bringing filming to the state and bringing a boost to the local economy. 65 Films like The Dark Knight Rises appear to provide visible results, even if they are not actually efficient or effective. These highly visible spectacles overshadow some of the real costs associated with the tax policy. The state should focus on these costs and realize that they may well outweigh the benefits of the policy.
One of the reasons the film industry is a favored sector to credit and subsidize is the belief in its potential multiplier effect. 66 While it is extremely efficient to support an industry that "ripples" through the economy, the film industry is not as effective as believed in achieving this goal. First, the multiplier effect should only apply to movies that the credit draws to film in the state. An examination by the Boston Federal Reserve on the Connecticut tax credit policy stated: "While induced and noninduced film production expenditures will both ripple through the economy, only economic activity stemming from induced film production should really be attributed to the credit." 67 This rings true for examples in Pennsylvania. Both the blockbusters The Dark Knight Rises and Transformers: Revenge of the Fallen shot scenes in Pennsylvania but neither applied for a tax credit according to DCED press secretary Steven Kratz. 68 It is possible that neither met the statutory threshold of Pennsylvania production expense. Whatever the reason, they should not be represented in the multiplier effect as being induced by the tax credit. Unfortunately, there is no evidence in the ERA Report to suggest that films shot in Pennsylvania, but not induced to do so by the credit, were excluded from the multiplier effect. 69 This leads to the conclusion that a large part of the findings about the overall effectiveness of the credit may be grounded on an inappropriate foundation and needs more critical examination.
Another important factor regarding the multiplier effect is that often the state granting the credit does not get the positive "ripple," but instead loses it to another state. 70 The Boston Federal Reserve Report states that salaries paid to out-of-state employees are less likely to have an effect in the state where they were earned. 71 That is, nonresident employees are not as likely as resident employees to spend a significant amount of their salary in the state that granted the tax credit.
72 A report on the Massachusetts movie credit found this to be the exact case. 73 An Associated Press examination on the Massachusetts program found that $82 million of the $330 million spending associated with eligible credits went to pay the salary for nonresident actors earning over $1 million. 74 In effect, the Massachusetts credit is providing vast economic benefits to other states while Massachusetts is stuck subsidizing the production. The ERA Report on Pennsylvania does not tackle this issue directly when addressing the multiplier effect, but it does look to capture the direct and indirect impacts of spending. 75 For direct impacts, the report looked only to the spending within Pennsylvania of those who received the credit to support core activities.
76 Section 8702-D of the statute defines a Pennsylvania production expense as "payment to a personal service corporation representing individual talent if the tax imposed by Article IV will be paid or accrued on the net income of the corporation for the taxable year." 77 Therefore, like Massachusetts, the high salaries paid to nonresident actors in a Pennsylvania film could count as inflating the in-state impact of 70 Conn. Memo, supra note 67, at 4. 71 Id. 72 
73 Steve LeBlanc, State Tax Credits Help Covers Stars' Pay, ASSOCIATED PRESS, Jan. 13, 2011, http://articles.boston.com/2011-01-13/ae/29338558_1_tax-credit-credit-program-film-industry. 74 
75 ERA REPORT, supra note 29, at 45. Indirect impacts are changes in inter-industry spending, which are predominantly business-to-business transactions. While important, they are not at play when addressing nonresident actor's salary. 76 Id. the multiplier when in all likelihood the impact is going predominantly out of state.
78
As a final word on the misuse of the multiplier effect relating to the Pennsylvania tax credit, the ERA Report states that for film production within Pennsylvania the multiplier effect is 1.9602. 79 This means that for every dollar spent on the motion picture industry an additional $0.96 is created in other industries through direct and indirect spending. 80 While the ERA Report touts this as being within the top ten percent of industry multipliers within the state, it indicates there are other industries that will provide a more efficient way to stimulate the economy. 81 Within the Commonwealth, cheese manufacturing, hand tool manufacturing, and poultry processing would provide higher multiplier effects.
82 While the ERA Report does not reveal the entire top ten percent of industries, it states that manufacturing industries usually have the highest multiplier, 83 while other states have found higher multipliers in sectors such as automotive manufacturing and nuclear power plants. 84 Thus, while it is possible to boast about the multiplier effect in film production, the fact remains that there are other sectors of the economy with higher impacts, which might represent a better potential investment for public funds. the policy, the figures cited are often misused and misunderstood which in turn lead to inaccurate and untrustworthy findings.
One of the biggest misunderstandings about job creation related to movie credits is the fact that they are largely fleeting.
88 By their nature, film productions are temporary. The jobs they create are not permanent and, once the production finishes, much of the "new" workforce is left behind and will become unemployed unless another new stream of income rises.
89
The Boston Federal Reserve's examination of the Connecticut credit policy came to the same conclusion. 90 While there is an initial spike in employment associated with the first year of the credit, this increase quickly retreats to the baseline unless there is another source of income. 91 In an economic analysis of the Massachusetts tax policy, Pacey C. Foster and David Terkla found that, while jobs are created during movie production, there is a high rate of fluctuation within the jobs due in part to their temporary status and to the seasonal nature of film production. 92 They also found that the Massachusetts film industry was able to absorb many jobs that were lost in other economic sectors, but these are still only temporary fixes. 93 Overall, this seems to reveal that the benefits associated with the policy are not long-term solutions, but instead temporary gains that are only maintainable by continued subsidization of the industry. 94 Another incriminating conclusion about the supposed job creating ability of the credit is that most of the jobs being "created" are actually just jobs shifting from either another location or another sector. 95 When a film production comes to town, the assumption is that the jobs created come 88 Id. at 7-8. 89 Id. at 8. 90 Conn. Memo, supra note 67, at 9. 91 Id. 93 Id. These economic sectors like construction and electricians faced heavy unemployment during the 2008 recession. Many were able to migrate to the film industry for jobs such as set creation or lighting. 94 Conn. Memo, supra note 67, at 2. 95 BLOCKBUSTER SUPPORT, supra note 8, at 8. possible way to offset the cost of the Pennsylvania credit, it is hard to quantify and difficult to realize.
Looking to some of the other rationales given in support of the credit policy, the evidence becomes even more convincing that the credit is not worth keeping. It is undisputed that local businesses see increased activity when a film production comes to town, but the cost of bringing the film outweighs the benefits to the state and misdirects investments from sectors more likely to produce returns. 111 Wisconsin painfully discovered this fact when the film Public Enemies was shot in that state under the state's credit program. 112 The spending associated with filming the production totaled roughly $18 million, but only $5 million, or about 27%, was in-state spending. 113 Using this data to determine the best-case scenario for indirect impact within Wisconsin from filming results in a finding of only $1.70 return for every dollar spent. 114 The state concluded that when the tax was used to lure out-of-state Hollywood productions, it was 75 times less effective at generating revenue than the next least effective program. 115 In Pennsylvania, the evidence supports that the PFPTC is not a credit that provides an asset to the state. The policy rationale behind incentivizing film production teeters on faulty assumptions and uneasy facts. In the ERA Report for Pennsylvania this is unequivocally true. As its conclusion, the report found that the $75 million credit generated $4.5 million in economic benefits to the state. 116 While already a surprisingly small return, it becomes even more disheartening that the ERA Report bases its entire findings on the assumption that all film production and related activity would evaporate if the credit were not in effect. 117 This assumption that all related activities, even ones not receiving the credit, would cease to exist is simply wrong.
118
This faulty assumption is the basis on which the findings are drawn and leaves the finding of a net $4.5 million gain as largely speculative. While difficult to gauge the true economic effect of the credit within Pennsylvania, one estimate shows that it may be as damaging as a $40 million loss.
V. CONCLUSION
The evidence leads to the finding that the Pennsylvania Film Production Tax Credit is inefficient in its efforts to improve the state economy. While film production does create jobs within Pennsylvania, nonresident employees fill most of the openings. Further, looking to the evidence collected by other states, these nonresident employees do not spend a significant amount of the money within the state. This leads to the state funding the production through its subsidy, while not realizing a substantial economic boost through the multiplier effect. Additionally, the jobs created are usually temporary and not an effective method of building a long-term economic foundation. Other supposed economic effects, such as increased tourism, remain speculative and hard to assess accurately.
The effort by Pennsylvania to spur economic development through tax credits that incentivize film production, while well intentioned, is ineffective. The overall costs of implementing and retaining the credit outweigh the economic benefits to the state. It is not to say that in-state film production is unable to generate a positive economic impact, only that the impact is disproportionately less than the expenditure of the program. As the costs of the program significantly outweigh the realized and potential benefits of the program, the state should consider ending the tax credit.
